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MINUTES 2016-2017 

UW-GREEN BAY FACULTY SENATE MEETING NO. 3 
Wednesday, November 9, 2016 

1965 Room, University Union 

 

Presiding Officer: Patricia Terry, Speaker of the Senate  

Parliamentarian: Steve Meyer 

PRESENT: Greg Aldrete (HUS), Andrew Austin (DJS-UC), Gaurav Bansal (BUA), Bryan Carr 

(ICS), Greg Davis (Provost, ex officio), Joan Groessl (SOCW), Lisa Grubisha (NAS), Harvey 

Kaye (DJS), Mark Kiehn (EDU), Minkyu Lee (AND-Alternate), Vince Lowery (HUS), John 

Luczaj (NAS), Upal Mahfuz (NAS), Kaoime Malloy (THEATRE), Paul Mueller (HUB), Steve 

Muzatko (BUA-Alternate), Rebecca Nesvet (HUS), Uwe Pott (HUB), Michael Rector (MUS-

Alternate), Chuck Rybak (HUS-UC), Christine Smith (HUD), Patricia Terry (NAS-UC), Brenda 

Tyczkowski (NUR), Christine Vandenhouten (NUR-UC), Kristin Vespia (HUD), David Voelker 

(HUS-UC), and Elizabeth Wheat (PEA) 

NOT PRESENT: Aurora Cortes (EDU), Ryan Currier (NAS), Katia Levintova (PEA-UC), Gary 

Miller (Chancellor, ex-officio), Laurel Phoenix (PEA) 

REPRESENTATIVES: Nikolas Austin (SGA), Eric Craver (ASC), Amanda Wildenberg (USC-

Alternate) 

GUESTS: Scott Furlong (Dean, CAHSS), Susan Gallagher-Lepak (Dean CHESW), Clifton 

Ganyard (Assoc. Provost), Paula Ganyard (Director, Cofrin Library), Doreen Higgins, John 

Katers (Dean, CST), Joe Schoenebeck, Alison Staudinger 

1. CALL TO ORDER.  
With the bang of the gavel, Speaker Terry called the third Faculty Senate meeting of the 2016-17 

academic year to order at 3:02 p.m.  In the wake of the previous day’s election results, she 

opened with a soliloquy extoling the virtues of her colleagues including their “passion by which 

we hold to our convictions” and, with the somber mood being quite apparent in the room, 

suggested that “with great passion comes a greater sense of loss.” 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING NO. 2, October 12, 

2016.     
With no comments on or edits to the minutes, automatic consent was declared…and there was 

much rejoicing (at least by the SOFAS). 

 

3. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT.  

With the Chancellor attending an alumni event in Madison, Provost Davis chose to skip the 

scheduled Provosts’ meeting in Madison so that he could address the Faculty Senate firsthand 

regarding the events of the past couple of weeks related to the Post Tenure Review Policy (que 

the ominous music).  Provost Davis proceeded to read a series of emails chronicling the chain of 

events that led us to this point.   

 



 10/5/2016: UC Chair David Voelker wrote to Tom Stafford (UW System Legal): “The 

University Committee at UWGB took the suggestions you made on the most recent draft 

(of the PTR policy) that we sent you (9/22/2016).  Attached is the final version that the 

UC will present before the Faculty Senate on 10/12/2016 for a second reading.  Please let 

me know if you have any problems prior to our senate meeting.” 

 10/10/2016: Tom Stafford responded to David Voelker’s email, saying they had reviewed 

the latest draft of the PTR that included several new sections of highlighted language. 

UW System Legal did not have any concerns about the new language.  (NOTE: the Post 

Tenure Review Policy was passed by the Faculty Senate 25-1-0).   

 10/21/2016: An email from Jim Henderson (UW System Vice President for Academic 

Affairs) was sent to all Chancellors, and cc’d to the Provosts, which expressed (for the 

first time) an expectation that PTRs must include a review by someone at the 

administrative level (usually the relevant Dean).  At a scheduled meeting between 

President Ray Cross and the Chancellors (on 10/28/2016), Cross will discuss this issue 

with the Chancellors prior to his decision on the criteria he will use to decide whether he 

would forward each campus’s respective policy to the Board of Regents for their 

consideration. 

 10/21/2016: Chancellor Miller emailed Provost Davis asking whether our policy included 

an administrative level review and, if so, at what level.  Provost Davis sent him the 

excerpt of the policy the Faculty Senate had approved on 10/12/2016 (sections 9, 10, and 

11), along with the following statements “It seems that this is strange timing to discuss 

the possibility of new additional constraints in the PTR document, especially well after 

many of the proposed policies have been given the OK by System Legal.  Changing the 

rules can be quite disastrous in relation to faculty and administration/system.”  Provost 

Davis went on to say that he was “very comfortable with the policy UWGB is forwarding 

and was hoping that we would not be asked to revisit it.”  With annual reviews in place, 

there would be no surprises at the time of post tenure reviews.  Assuming our Chairs, 

Deans, Provosts are all doing their jobs, the results of post tenure review should be 

completely predictable. 

 10/28/2016: President Cross met with the Chancellors.  While in that meeting Chancellor 

Miller emailed Provost Davis again asking if our policy had a provision for a post tenure 

review to include an administrative review (even if the outcome is positive)?  At this 

point neither the Board of Regents nor President Cross would approve any university’s 

PTR policy that did not include these components.  Provost Davis responded with what 

we had in our policy and noted that what UWGB had done was exactly what Regent 

Policy Document 20-9 sets out.  There is nothing in 20-9 that requires the provision 

requested. Cross made it quite apparent our policy would not be approved and we were 

being directed to include an administrative review in all cases. 

 10/28/2016: Provost Davis wrote a memo to Jim Henderson asking that in light of the 

Chancellor’s meeting is the language of our PTR policy (particularly section III. 10. a.) 

acceptable for moving forward to the Board of Regents or will we need to bring it back to 

governance for modifications? 

 10/31/2016: Jim Henderson responds to Provost Davis stating that President Cross 

indicated that a post tenure review process must include an administrative review (at the 

Dean level or higher) regardless of the outcome at the department level, so if that is not 



included it will need to be modified to include that language in order to move on to the 

Board of Regents for their review. 

 11/1/2016: Jim Henderson wrote to all the Provosts stating just what he had told Provost 

Davis the previous day. 

 Perhaps to be just a bit of a thorn-in-the-side, Provost Davis asked Jim Henderson if there 

would be a memo directly from President Cross addressing the administrative level 

review.  “I think that the verbal statement from President Cross to the Chancellors in my 

follow-up email should be sufficient.” 

 Provost Davis told Jim Henderson that he would be missing the 11/9/2016 Provosts’ 

meeting so that he could attend the Faculty Senate meeting to address the senate directly 

regarding the events of the past month or so. 

 Provost Davis met with the UC on 11/2/2016 to explain the recent events. In a subsequent 

email to Jim Henderson, Provost Davis stated that after his visit to the UC, despite 

negative emotions, it was clear what must be done and he strongly encouraged the UC to 

have a revised policy on the 11/9/2016 Faculty Senate agenda.  Provost Davis also 

expressed concern regarding the timeline; a first reading of the revised policy on 

11/9/2016, followed by a second reading at the 12/14/2016 senate meeting, would extend 

this beyond the 12/8/2016 Board of Regents meeting.  There was no response to this 

email.   

 UC Chair David Voelker revised the PTR Policy and sent those revisions to the rest of 

the UC for their input.   

 11/8/2016: Provost Davis received an email from Tom Stafford thanking him for 

submitting UWGB’s proposed PTR Policy that was passed in Faculty Senate on 

10/12/2016.  Stafford pointed out three things that needed to be addressed before it could 

go to the Board of Regents for their consideration: 1) add “The faculty member shall be 

eligible for professional develop funds and merit and star salary adjustments during the 

period leading up to their next post-tenure review, subject to availability of resources” 

(this was previously removed and needed to be added back in), 2) each policy “must 

include a provision for an administrative level of review at the Dean’s level or higher”, 

and 3) fix a simple drafting error (a reference to some language that was cut in a previous 

revision was inadvertently left in).  Provost Davis again inquired about the timeline given 

that these changes to the policy would require a first reading (11/9/2016 Faculty Senate 

meeting) and a second reading (12/14/2016) before a vote could be taken, while the next 

Regents meeting is 12/8/2016.  He then asked for guidance regarding a timeline for these 

changes and heard nothing back from Stafford. 

 11/9/2016: At the Faculty Senate meeting, Provost Davis expressed his disappointment 

that the Regents and the President did not have their “ducks in order” before telling all 

faculty what they wanted in their policy.  There is no question that modifications need to 

be made, the question is how fast is Faculty Senate willing to take care of those 

modifications. 

 

At this time, Provost Davis fielded questions from the senate.  He mentioned that at November’s 

Regent meeting (11/10/2016), UW-La Crosse’s PTR policy (which conforms to Regent Policy 

Document 20-9 and includes a review at the administrator level) would be reviewed by the 

Regents Education Committee. 

 



 

4. OLD BUSINESS. 

a. Revised Post-Tenure Review (PTR) Policy  

A frustrated UC Chair David Voelker introduced the revised PTR policy which now includes the 

demand for “a provision for an administrative level of review at the Dean’s level or higher.”  

Chair Voelker reiterated that Regent Policy Document 20-9, upon which our PTR Policy is 

based, was passed at the April Regents meeting.  He continued, saying that between April and 

October many, many drafts of UWGB’s PTR Policy had been submitted to UW System Legal 

Counsel and Jim Henderson for their examination, so it is really frustrating that it took all this 

time for this new demand to be brought to our attention.  Beyond the frustration, Chair Voelker 

voiced both concern and displeasure at the way shared governance was ignored throughout this 

entire process and expressed apprehension for the future of shared governance going forward 

from this moment.  At this point, Chair Voelker laid out the options before the Faculty Senate, 

which boiled down to: 1) refusing to comply, in which case the Regents would likely write an 

interim policy for us or take our policy that we passed in October and add the language that they 

demand we have in our policy, or 2) pass the revised policy, perhaps with a cover letter 

protesting the lack of shared governance involved in the process (this was the consensus of the 

UC).  When all is said and done, there is no way around us having a policy that meets their 

demands.  Chair Voelker stressed that our desire should be to come out of this with the best PTR 

Policy we can in order to protect ourselves and our colleagues, and the revised policy is the best 

“deal” we’re going to get.  At this point, Chair Voelker proceeded to review the most recent 

changes that were made to the UWGB’s PTR Policy, after which he asked for questions and 

comments from the senate.  Questions and comments centered around: 1) the “thirty days to 

submit a response” if the Dean dissents from the “meets expectations” finding of the review 

committee – what if those 30 days happen to occur when faculty are off contract? Are we 

required to respond if we are off contract? 2) In light of UW-La Crosse’s PTR Policy being 

reviewed by the Regents at their 11/10/2016 meeting, should we wait and see what their fate is 

before we start making changes to our policy? 3) It is very possible we will need to call an 

emergency session of Faculty Senate if the Regents do not budge on their deadline of all policies 

going before the Regents at their 12/8/2016 meeting.  4) It is more than a bit disturbing that the 

Regents have made us “complicit in our own destruction” with this policy – i.e., they are not 

owning up to the fact that they are ones imposing this policy upon us while at the same time 

forcing us to write the policy itself.  5) Two schools of thought were developing on how we 

should proceed - bring this back to our units for further discussion or acquiesce to the 

President/Regents demand and stop wasting our time on this.  When the discussion had finished, 

it was decided that senators would take this draft back to their units for discussion and a second 

reading would take place at the 12/14/2016 Faculty Senate meeting – barring the need for an 

emergency meeting should the Regents demand that all UW institutions provide a draft PTR 

Policy for the December Regents meeting to be held on 12/8/2016.  

 

 

5. NEW BUSINESS. 

a. Resolution on the Granting of Degrees 

The next contentious issue on the agenda was whether to grant degrees at December 

commencement.  Senator Vespia moved approval of the resolution, seconded by Senator 

Carr.  Well, I guess it wasn’t contentious after all; with no discussion the motion to approve 

the resolution passed unanimously (25-0-0). 



 

b. Certificate Program Policy 

Associate Provost Clif Ganyard mentioned that currently we have a process for creating a 

certificate program, but we have no statement of what a certificate actually is or what students 

need to do in order to complete a certificate (other than take a few classes).  Two potential 

problems, in particular, were brought to Associate Provost Ganyard’s attention by the Registrar:  

1) currently there is no residency requirement for certificate programs, meaning a student could 

potentially transfer in all the courses needed for a certificate, so we need to specify how many 

courses a student needs to take at UWGB to get a UWGB certificate, and 2) we do not a have 

GPA requirement for certificates, thus a student could potentially have a GPA lower than 2.0 in 

the certificate courses, but an overall GPA greater than 2.0, and therefore still receive a 

certificate.  So, Associate Provost Ganyard asked the Registrar to review some other certificate 

policies, to look at System and HLC policies, and put together some statements of basic 

requirements for a certificate that would be offered at UWGB.  Associate Provost Ganyard has 

asked the Administrative Council and the University Committee to look over the new policy to 

offer any suggestions and revisions.  Associate Provost Ganyard then opened the floor for 

questions and comments by the senate.  One senator questioned whether the requirement should 

be a GPA of 2.0 in the certificate’s courses or should the student earn a “C” or better in each of 

the certificate’s courses.  Another senator wondered if a 2.0 GPA was too low (that’s our 

probationary level GPA, it is what students must maintain now, and it was noted that the 

Executive Committee could establish a higher minimum GPA).  One senator voiced extreme 

displeasure over the entire notion of certificate programs, calling it B.S. (that’s not Bachelors of 

Science in this instance) – the senator later recanted this claim regarding our current certificate 

offerings, but still voiced concern about developing future certificates willy-nilly.  Another 

senator wondered whether there were certificates in graduate programs or just undergraduate 

programs (just undergraduate programs at this time).  Currently, UWGB offers 7 or 8 

certificates, three examples of successful certificate programs include the EMBI Certificate 

(Environmental Management and Business Institute), the Emergency Management Certificate, 

and the Athletic Coaching Certificate.  Finally, one senator voiced concern over the self-

declaring of certificates being contrary to other trends on campus, namely providing better 

advising and mentoring.  Why make this different than, say, advising majors and minors?  With 

no senator stepping forward to move acceptance of the Certificate Program Policy, Associate 

Provost Ganyard said he would take the senate’s comments and return in December with a 

revised policy. 

 

c. Child Care Alliance Resolution 

Assistant Professor and Chair of the Child Care Alliance Alison Staudinger followed up on her 

Spring 2016 visit to the Faculty Senate to frame her request for a faculty endorsement of this 

resolution.  At the administration’s urging, the students, faculty and staff have worked on a plan 

to develop a child care center.  However, there have been many hurdles to overcome in trying to 

develop both an advocacy plan and a business plan.  After initial support by the Chancellor and 

his cabinet last spring, there has been a distinct lack of follow-up planning assistance by 

administration.  Instead, UPIC has been asked to pick this up, but Child Care Alliance has not 

heard anything, nor have they been asked to talk about where the process is going.  As a result, 

Child Care Alliance has decided to go to all the governance groups and ask them to help push 

forward the process through a four-point resolution they are proposing.  Senator Carr moved 

acceptance of the resolution (Senator Wheat seconded).  Based on personal experience with 



the previous child care center on campus (back in 1978), Senator Kaye expressed his wish that 

faculty support this resolution.  Senator Voelker wondered if some formal recognition of the 

Child Care Alliance ought to be included in the resolution.  Senator Vandenhouten recommended 

that the “fundraising drive” mentioned in the fourth paragraph of the resolution actually be 

included as part of a capital campaign, she also recommended that the Alliance frame the Child 

Care facility in terms of its student recruitment value.  Senator Vespia moved to amend the 

original resolution (seconded by Senator Mueller), striking “fundraising drive” and replacing 

it with “Capital Campaign”.  The motion to amend passed 25-0-0.  Further wordsmithing of the 

resolution was suggested as Senator Mueller moved to amend the original resolution 

(seconded by Senator Luczaj), changing “Dedicate campus resources to gaining grants which 

could facilitate this program, as with the Department of Labor’s Strengthening Working Families 

Initiative” to “Dedicate campus resources to gaining grants that could facilitate this program, 

such as the Department of Labor’s Strengthening Working Families Initiative.”  The motion to 

amend passed 25-0-0.  The accounting professor in Senator Muzatko came out when he pointed 

out that “2-1 match” was incorrectly used in the last paragraph of the resolution.  Therefore, 

Senator Muzatko moved to amend the original resolution (seconded by Senator Bansal), 

changing “…commit to a 2-1 match” to “commit to a $1 for $2 raised match”.  The motion to 

amend passed 24-0-1.  Now, back to the original motion to accept the resolution.  With no 

further discussion, the motion passed 24-0-0. 

 

d. Request for future business 

With their minds on the Thanksgiving bird 

Speaker Terry’s request for future business may not have been heard 

Granted, it’s that time in the Fall 

With lots of Thursday football 

And happy thoughts of a four-day weekend are spurred  

(In other words, there were no requests for future business voiced) 

 

 

6. PROVOST’S REPORT 

Taking the opportunity to once again address the Faculty Senate, Provost Davis returned to the 

lectern to discuss “regular Provost stuff.”  HLC has extended our time allotment to comply with 

the qualification of high school faculty teaching dual credit courses (such as for College Credit in 

High School) – they do not have to meet the qualification requirement until 9/1/2022.  At the 

next Board of Regents meeting (12/8/2016), the Education Committee will be acting on the 

Authorization to Plan for a M.S in Athletic Training.  UWGB currently has a Notice of Intent at 

System to plan for a B.S. in Mechanical Engineering.  UPIC has received the documentation for 

child care and hopes to get to that soon.  The Provost fielded a question from Senator Luczaj 

regarding the status of the Notice of Intent for a Freshwater Science program.  Provost Davis 

mentioned that he had not received the fully revised version of the Notice of Intent to send 

forward.  Senator Luczaj and Dean Katers challenged that statement.  Speaker Terry suggested 

follow up discussion among the interested parties outside of Faculty Senate. 

 

 

7. OTHER REPORTS 

a. University Committee Report. UC Chair David Voelker kept his remarks brief, mentioning 

that the UC has been working on Post Tenure Review (Part II).  They will now turn their 



attention to the 24 credit hour load and how workload will be distributed going forward, as well 

as creating an annual review policy that is as easy to comply with as possible.  At the request of 

the committees themselves, the UC will be discussing the elimination of three standing 

committees that appear to be superfluous.   

 

b. Faculty Representative Report.  Christine Vandenhouten shared that the faculty reps meet 

Friday 11/11/2016 and will have a one-hour discussion with Regent President Milner regarding 

the Post Tenure Review Policy.  Any remaining time will be spent discussing performance-based 

funding.  

 

c. Academic Staff Committee Report. Eric Craver reported that the Academic Staff Committee 

met earlier in the day and is in the process of finalizing a draft of the Academic Staff Employee 

Handbook, which will then be voted on in the Academic Staff Assembly in January. They are 

also reviewing a proposal to decommission the joint Legislative Affairs Committee.  They have 

received information on the Fund the Freeze initiative, but decided to take no action at this time.  

A Child Care Alliance member will attend the 12/7/2016 Academic Staff Committee meeting to 

present more information on the Child Care Alliance.  

 

d. University Staff Committee Report. Amanda Wildenberg, substituting for USC Chair Jan 

Snyder, reported that the Annual University Staff Fall Conference, held on 10/28/2016, went 

very well.  141 people attended the conference, 47 from UWGB, 57 from other UW schools, 34 

from NWTC, and 3 from FVTC.  Many thanks to the University Staff Professional Development 

Committee for all their hard work organizing the conference. 

 

e. Student Government Association Report. President Nikolas Austin informed the group that 

SGA will cease handing out free bus passes next Wednesday, but will speak with the Transit 

Commission who have expressed some interest in bringing back the UPASS for one dollar per 

ride, but only for students.  SGA may consider subsidizing that cost with students (50/50).  On 

campus polling booths had long waits for a brief amount of time in the morning, but there were 

no lines in the afternoon.  SGA voted on a Fund the Freeze resolution, it passed unanimously.  

SGA is considering a bill that would provide academic credit for participation in student 

organizations.   President Austin is still trying to fill student representation spots on various 

university committees.  Some SGA advisors have approached President Austin regarding the 

elimination of the fund that is currently set up for child care.  He will bide his time in making 

this decision to make sure everyone has a chance to be part of the process. 

 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT at 5:01 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Steve Meyer, Secretary of the Faculty and Staff 


